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This Reply Brief is filed in response to the Examiner's Answer, mailed November 
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1. REPLY TO EXAMINER'S ARGUMENTS 

On page 1 1 of the Examiner's Answer, the Office asserts that Applicant 
"conceded" that the claimed invention does not require the content itself to be sent from the 
device, and based on this assertion, the Office indicates that this argument is rendered moot (see 
Examiner's Answer, page 11, lines 4-16). So in the Examiner's Answer, the primary argument 
put forth by the Applicant is virtually ignored. This might be appropriate if the Applicant had 

1285291.1 1/19/11 



Application No. 10/572,174 January 19, 201 1 

Page 2 

made the concession alleged by the Office. In fact, Applicant argued in its Appeal Brief that the 
user of the Chow device does not send the object of interest to the Revision Manager, and then, 
as a secondary argument, Applicant stated that "[e]ven if it were to be conceded (which it isn't) 
that Chow discloses the receipt at the remote computer of the object of interest, this still does not 
teach or suggest the claimed invention..." and then Applicant gave reasons why even if this 
concession were made, the claimed invention is still novel and non-obvious over Chow. Clearly 
this is not a concession, and yet the Office has treated it as such and has not addressed 
Applicant's primary argument. 

Applicant respectfully requests the Board to consider all arguments submitted by 
Applicant, including the argument that the Office asserts as being moot. 

In addition to the above, Applicant also reiterates here that the claimed invention 
receives a log, not the content (object) itself. It is notoriously well know that a log in the sense of 
the present application is much less than the actual content (e.g., changes only). The Office, in 
the Examiner's Answer, is equating the receipt of the content (object) itself to the receipt of a 
log. For the reasons stated in Applicant's Appeal Brief, Applicant submits that a log in the 
context of the claimed invention is well known to be less than the actual content in its entirety. 
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2. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth in Applicant's Appeal Brief, Applicant 
respectfully requests this Board to overrule the Examiner's rejections and allow claims 1-9 and 
11-16. 

Respectfully submitted: 

/Mark D. Simpson/ 

Mark D. Simpson, Reg. No. 32,942 

SAUL EWING LLP 
Centre Square West 
1500 Market Street, 38 th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19102-2189 
Telephone: 215 972 7880 
Facsimile: 215 972 4169 
Email: MSimpson@saul.com 
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